The link between the nine texts might be the "total cultural context" of translations, as Roger ELLIS suggests in his introduction (p. 1). This very extensive concept encompasses many significant parameters, such as the part of the agents, from the commissionners to the intended audience, in the translation process. Incidentally, one might here express regret that communication between the French and the English fields of scholarship is so lacking. On the assumption that the cultural context of translation is a rather neglected field, the editor then refers to Medieval Translators and their Craft (J. Beer, ed., 1989) as a notable exception. No mention is made of Traduction et Traducteurs au Moyen Age (G. Contamine, éd.) published the same year, which offers twenty-four papers on the profile of the medieval translator, spanning a wide geographic and historic area from Ireland to Russia, via Sicilia and Baghdad, from the fifth to the fifteenth centuries. Yet the C.N.R.S. publication is a valuable attempt indeed to survey the theory and practice of translation in the various medieval intellectual spheres: ChristianOccidental and Oriental -, Islamic and Judaic. Nevertheless, this comment is to be taken as a minor reservation, for the nine papers tackle crucial problems in the history and the theory of translation. They supplement the information collected to date and together sketch an acute portrait of the translator in the Middle Ages.
In a clever editing move, Ellis places at the beginning of the collection a paper which throws light on the contributions which follow. In The Medieval Translator I, Rita Copeland's "The Fortunes of 'Non verbum pro verbo' or Why Jerome is not a Ciceronian" had initiated the discussion by applying the concept of 'discursive systems' to the early history of Western translation. She then invited us to reread the loci communes -fidus interpres, verbum pro verbo, etc. -within those systems. In the second volume, Karen PRATTs study on "Medieval Attitudes to Translation and Adaptation" was given a similar introductory role. Jennifer R. GOODMAN'S paper, dealing with attitudes toward translation in the later Middle Ages, similarly opens Translation in the Middle Ages. It focuses on the collaboration of the well-known fifteenth-century publisher, William Caxton, with one of his translators, Anthony Woodville. The conversational device used in the prologue and the epilogue of the translation, Dictes and Sayengis of the Philosophers, brings to light a range of different and somewhat antagonistic conceptions of the translator's duties. Another example of translation from Arabic to Latin to French to English, the text being studied deserves attention mostly for its insights into Caxton's role as revisor. According to Goodman, "Caxton provides here the earliest of many descriptions of his own practice as judge and editor of someone else's translations" (p. 16). When asking Caxton to revise his translation, Woodville actually seeks the publisher's authorization to take greater liberty, mostly in abridging the text and recentering the philosophical quotations. It certainly sounds as if the translator and the publisher used each other to take initiative with the authorized texts. However, Goodman detects, under the humor, the publisher's implicit criticism of the translator's courtly manner. While Woodville, like Chaucer and Malory, belongs to the creative translation and adaptation school and is therefore more sensitive to the target audience, Caxton's main concern seem to be the faithful transmission of the Auctoritates.
Noteworthily too, Goodman points out that Caxton and Woodville do not agree upon the target audience: only a courtly male audience or a wider one, including women and bourgeois, and hearers rather than readers. She stresses very pertinently the existence of a female reader in Caxton's mind. To sum up, this first paper raises the question of the diversified audience for translations in the late Middle Ages, and, as a result, the changing duties of the translators. These topics will appear to be central to the book. Sandra McENTIRE addresses the problem of "weeping in translation", that is the way the Saxon monastic translators chose to translate the latin concept of compunctio. That word refers to the spiritual doctrine developed by Cassian, Benedict, Basil, Gregory the Great. It flourished in the cultural context of desert monasticism in the third and the fourth centuries. In the source culture, compunctio cordis connects with gratia lacrimarum, the latter being the external expression of the former. Among the various connotations of compunction are grace, fear, love, contemplation, longing for Heaven. Displaying a range of quotations from the Old English translation of, among others, the Rule of Benedict, Gregory's Dialogi and Regula pastoris, McEntire demonstrates that the etymologically accurate caique onbryrdan/onbtydness was used by the Anglo-Saxon translators in a specific way, restricted to the spiritual context. The Old English word consistently refers to the complete semantic area of compunctio, The knowledge of that lexical system was lost to nineteenth-century translators, such as Skeat and Thorpe, who underestimated the rich meaning of onbryrdan -penitence and joy all together -and stressed the lacrymose aspect, providing a less faithful translation, more suited to Victorian sensitivity. This example evidences the need for discourse analysis applied to medieval texts, in order to elucidate the connotative meanings of key terms.
Marianne E. KALINKE's contribution is an impressive survey of the number of problems a scholar in her particular field of research -the Old Norse-Icelandic translations of Old French literature -must face. The main one is indeed the paucity of reliable witnesses, the bulk of remaining manuscripts having been copied in the seventeenth century. Says the author: "Nowhere do we possess the equivalent of the translator's own work." (p. 50) So she warns the scholar against summary statements about the accuracy of the translations and the goals of the translators. The best we can do What conclusions may one draw at the end of this third collection by Roger Ellis, in regard to the former ones and to other such collections as well? Narrower in scope than most, it derives its strength mainly from a recurring issue: the intended audience. While previous collections have forcibly dealt with source-related topics, such as the Ciceronian and the Hieronymian heritage, the present essays bear witness to the acute consciousness of their audience in translators' minds. Some of them aim to achieve an accurate picture of the presumed or possible audience, in terms of gender, literacy and social class. Several papers convey the impression that the translator's major duty, in the later Middle Ages, was to please or to accommodate his/her audience. While bringing light to specific areas of the field, the present studies also draw attention to the lacunae which continue to exist in our knowledge of the medieval translation practices, thus delineating areas where we might profitably intensify our investigations.
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